


























































































us	 re-engineered	goals	 for	our	 communicative	 acts.	Twitter	 invites	us	 to	 shift	 our	values	














And	that	goal	 is	 in	tension	with	our	 interest	 in	having	morally	sensitive	and	openhearted	






































































changes	 the	nature	of	 the	activity.	And	this	may	be	 fine	when	the	activity	has	a	naturally	
simple	target,	as	is	possibly	the	case	with	language	learning.	But	the	goals	of	discourse	are	
many	and	subtle,	and	gamification	threatens	to	destroy	much	of	that	diversity	and	subtlety.		





















































































































































































11 Lu Hong and Scott Page (2004, 2007) have famously demonstrated that cognitive diversity trumps cognitive abil-
ity in groups of deliberating individuals. For a rich application of these results to political communities, see Hélène 
Landemore’s (2013, 89-117) discussion of inclusive deliberation. 
12 For a further discussion of the relationship between loyalty to personal aesthetic sensibility and a resulting land-



















































14 See McGonigal’s (2011, especially 52-63) discussion of World of Warcraft, and the importance of the visible and 




















So	a	 life	of	 gamification	will	 tend	 to	draw	us	 towards	 those	activities	which	have	 clearly	












































we	sit	 around	and	 try	 to	 come	up	with	 the	best	 insult	 about	each	other’s	mothers.	What	
makes	the	deceit	in	true	games	morally	permissible	is	that	we	all	know,	going	in,	not	to	take	
the	in-game	speech	seriously.17	I	don’t	actually	take	your	“Yo	mama”	insults	to	be	presented	














































































in	 administration,	management,	 or	 large-scale	 scientific	 data-collection.	 But	 what	makes	
them	useful	for	those	functions	is,	in	fact,	their	very	simplification.		
It’s	useful	here	to	borrow	from	a	nearby	discussion:	that	of	the	simplifications	involved	





























































































































































































































mentalizing	 the	goals	of	our	 real-life	activities.	FitBit,	by	gamifying	exercise,	 invites	us	 to	
change	our	goals	for	our	health	and	fitness.	And	Twitter,	by	gamifying	discourse,	invites	us	
































































stantly	 struggle	with	 conflicting	 evidence	 and	 unexplained	 phenomena.	 And	we	 are	 con-
fronted,	over	and	over	again,	with	evidence	of	our	own	cognitive	fallibility.	These	confronta-
tions	humble	us	—	which	is	good	for	us,	but	also	quite	painful.		
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